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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

,. Newly submitted claims 17,31 and 35-36 are directed to an invention that is indepettden. 
or distinct fern the invention originally claimed for the following reasons: 

,„ the instant case, the product con.d be made by another and materially different procoss 
such as one where the sealant is applied to .he glass nni, instead of the grooved lineals before 
moving the lineals onto the glass unit (see MPEP 806 05(f)) 

Since applicant has received an action on the merits for the originally presented 
invention, this invention has been constructively elected by original presentation for prosecution 
on the merits. Accordingly, claims 17, 31 and 35-36 are withdrawn from consideration as being 
directed to a non-elected invention. See 37 CFR 1.142(b) and MPEP § 821.03. 

Response to Amendment 

2. This action is in response to the amendment dated 1/25/05. Claims 1-3 were cancelled. 
Claims 4-36 were added. Claims 17, 31 and 35-36 are withdrawn from further consideration. 

3. US 4668556 to Hermann et al., which was applied in the previous office action, is no 
longer being used as prior art against the claimed invention because the newly filed claims 
distinguish the claimed invention from this reference. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claim 5 is objected to because of the following informalities: "groove" should be 
changed to -grooved-- in line 3. Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

manner in which the invention was made. 

6 01^4 15-16. l M0_and 32^34 are r e j ected unde r 35 US C 103(a) as being 
ug^atgiitable over Guhl et aj (US 6055783^ in view of Lautensr hheper et al (US 5234730), or 
alternatively. La ntgnsr.hlaeeer et al in view of Guhl et al. 

With respect to claims 18 and 32, Guhl teaches assembling a window sash by applying a 
sealant/adhesive 86/88 to the grooves of four lineals 76a-d, urging the lineals onto the edges of a 
glass unit until the ends of the lineals meet and securing the ends of the lineals together to form 
the frame of the sash (Figures 7-8; column 3, lines 20-30; column 5, lines 13-27; column 8, lines 
35-47; column 10, lines 39-67). However, Guhl is silent as to the sealant/adhesive being 
triggerable and triggering the sealant/adhesive to bond and seal the glass unit within the lineals. 

Lautenschlaeger is directed to "command-cure" compositions and their use in window 
assemblies. Such compositions allow a glass unit and a substrate, such as a frame, to be 
assembled via the composition while it is in a non-adhesive state and then triggering the 
composition to enter an adhesive state so that it seals and bonds the glass unit to the frame; 
therefore, bonding takes place at a point in time chosen by the user of the composition (abstract; 
Figures 2 and 8; column 2, lines 22-26; column 14, lines 38-44; column 15, lines 48-54). The 
composition can be triggered to enter its adhesive state using a variety of methods that include 
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heat, UV radiation, microwave radiation, removal of a blocking agent, etc. (column 4, lines 23- 

26; column 5, lines 8-31). 

One reading Guhl as a whole would have appreciated that the type of sealant/adhesive 
used is not critical to the invention and therefore it would have been obvious to the skilled artisan 
to use a sealant that is maintained in a non-adhesive state until the lineals are urged onto the 
edges of the glass unit and then triggered to enter an adhesive state to bond and seal the glass 
unit within the lineals for that of Guhl because such triggerable sealants are known in the 
window glass art, as taught by Lautenschlaeger, wherein such a sealant allows the user to control 
when bonding between the glass unit and lineals takes place. 

Alternatively, the skilled artisan reading Lautenschlaeger as a whole would have 
appreciated that the reference is not concerned with bonding the glass unit to a particular 
substrate and therefore would have been motivated to use the triggerable sealant of 
Lautenschlaeger to seal and bond the glass unit into the grooves of four lineals comprising a sash 
frame because it is known in the art to apply an sealant/adhesive to the grooves of four lineals 
comprising a sash frame before urging the lineals onto the edges of the glass unit and then 
securing the lineals together to form the sash frame, as taught by Guhl. 

With respect to claims 4, 29-30 and 33-34, all the limitations were addressed above with 
respect to claims 18 and 32, except the sealant having an exposed surface bearing a dual state 
adhesive, applying a temporary adhesion blocker to the dual state adhesive to place it in a 
substantially non-adhesive state, urging the edges of the glass unit into the grooves while the 
adhesive is in the non-adhesive state and allowing the adhesion blocker to dissipate thereby 
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placing the dual state adhesive in a substantially adhesive state to bond the glass unit within the 
grooves. 

*It is noted that present claim 4 does not exclude applying a temporary adhesion blocker 
to the dual state adhesive by incorporating the temporary adhesion blocker into the dual state 
adhesive before the sealant is applied to the groove of the lineal such that the exposed surface of 
the sealant bears the dual state adhesive. 

As stated above, Lautenschlaeger teaches triggering the composition to enter its adhesive 
state using a variety of methods the include heat, UV radiation, microwave radiation, removal of 
a blocking agent, etc. (column 4, lines 23-26; column 5, lines 8-31). In the removal of a 
blocking agent method, a blocking agent is incorporated into the composition before applying the 
same (note reference teaches applying composition in variety of forms, including a tape form) to 
the window unit or frame and subsequently removing the blocking agent by heating the 
composition, which then triggers the adhesive state of the composition so as to bond and seal the 
window unit to the frame (column 5, lines 8-31). 

For the same reasons as stated above, the skilled artisan would have been motivated to 
use a sealant that is maintained in a non-adhesive state by applying a temporary adhesion blocker 
to the sealant until the lineals are urged onto the edges of the glass unit and then triggering the 
sealant to enter an adhesive state by removing the adhesion blocker to bond and seal the glass 
unit within the lineals for that of Guhl because such triggerable sealants are known in the 
window glass art, as taught by Lautenschlaeger, wherein such a sealant allows the user to control 
when bonding between the glass unit and lineals takes place. 
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Alternatively, the skilled artisan reading Lautenschlaeger as a whole would have 
appreciated that the reference is not concerned with bonding the glass unit to a particular 
substrate and therefore would have been motivated to use the temporarily blocked sealant of 
Lautenschlaeger to seal and bond the glass unit into the grooves of four lineals comprising a sash 
frame because it is known in the art to apply an sealant/adhesive to the grooves of four lineals 
comprising a sash frame before urging the lineals onto the edges of the glass unit and then 
securing the lineals together to form the sash frame, as taught by Guhl. 

Regarding claims 15-16 and 21, the skilled artisan would have appreciated that bowing of 
the mid portions would be a result of the amount of pressure applied during the urging of the 
lineals onto the glass unit wherein an amount of pressure sufficient to cause such bowing is well 
within the purview of the skilled artisan so as to ensure that the edges of the glass unit are 
secured within the grooves of the lineals. 

Regarding claims 19-20, Guhl in view of Lautenschlaeger teaches such (Figure 8; column 

10, lines 39-43; note position of primary sealants 86 and 88). 

Regarding claims 22-25, Guhl teaches such (column 3, lines 25-30). 
Regarding claim 26, Guhl teaches such (column 4, lines 3-5). 

Regarding claim 27, selection of a particular material would have been within purview of 
the skilled artisan. 

Regarding claim 28, this limitation was addressed above with respect to claims 4, 18 and 

32. 
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7. Claims 5-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Guhl et al. 
and Lautenschlaeger et al., or alternatively, Lautenschlaeger et al. and Guhl et al. as applied to 
claim 4 above, and further in view of Crandell (US 6886297). 

Regarding claim 5, Guhl teaches urging a plurality of grooved lineals 76a-d onto the 
edges of the glass unit (column 10, lines 46-63) but is silent as to this taking place substantially 
concurrently. It would have been obvious to the skilled artisan to urge the lineals onto the edges 
of the glass unit substantially concurrently because such is known in the art, as taught by 
Crandell (Figures 4a-d; column 5, line 64 - column 6, line 10). 
Regarding claim 6, Guhl teaches such (Figures 7-8). 

Regarding claim 7, Guhl teaches such as set forth with respect to claims 18 and 32 above. 
Regarding claim 8, Guhl teaches such (column 4, lines 3-5). 

Regarding claim 9, selection of a particular material would have been within purview of 
the skilled artisan. 

Regarding claim 10, Guhl teaches such (Figure 7; column 10, lines 61-63). 
Regarding claims 1 1-14, Guhl teaches such (column 3, lines 25-30). 
8 cjajmsjMiaSdSaM^ 

l^a^as^^ 

T mit-r^l^™- fit al. in view of Crandell.. 

With respect to claims 18 and 32, Crandell teaches assembling a window sash by 
applying a sealant/adhesive 52 to the grooves of four lineals 26, 28, 30 and 32, urging the lineals 
onto the edges of a glass unit until the ends of the lineals meet and securing the ends of the 
lineals together to form the frame of the sash (Figures 2-4D; column 4, lines 30-38; column 5, 
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lines 42-44; column 5, line 60 - column 6, lines 20). However, Guhl is silent as to the 
sealant/adhesive being triggerable and triggering the sealant/adhesive to bond and seal the glass 

unit within the lineals. 

Lautenschlaeger is directed to "command-cure" compositions and their use in window 
assemblies. Such compositions allow a glass unit and a substrate, such as a frame, to be 
assembled via the composition while it is in a non-adhesive state and then triggering the 
composition to enter an adhesive state so that it seals and bonds the glass unit to the frame; 
therefore, bonding takes place a. a point in time chosen by the user of the composition (abarac, 
Figures 2 and 8; column 2, lines 22-26; column .4, lines 38-44; column 15, lines 48-54). The 
composition can be triggered to entet its adhesive state using a variety of methods that include 
heat, UV radiation, microwave radiation, removal of a blocking agent, etc. (column 4, lines 23- 

26; column 5, lines 8-31). 

One reading Crandell as a whole would have appreciated that the type of sealant/adhesive 
used is not critical to the invention and therefore it would have been obvious to the skilled artisan 
to use a sealant that is maintained in a non-adhesive state until the lineals are urged onto the 
edges of the glass unit and then triggered to enter an adhesive state to bond and seal the glass 
unit within the lineals for that of Crandell because such triggerable sealants are known in the 
window glass art, as taught by Lautenschlaeger, wherein such a sealant allows the user to control 
when bonding between the glass unit and lineals takes place. 

Alternatively, the skilled artisan reading Lautenschlaeger as a whole would have 
appreciated that the reference is not concerned with bonding the glass unit to a particular 
substrate and therefore would have been motivated to use the triggerable sealant of 
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Lautenschlaeger to seal and bond the glass unit into the grooves of four lineals comprising a sash 
frame because it is known in the art to apply a sealant/adhesive to the grooves of four lineals 
comprising a sash frame before urging the lineals onto the edges of the glass unit and then 
securing the lineals together to form the sash frame, as taught by Crandell. 

With respect to claims 4, 29-30 and 33-34, all the limitations were addressed above with 
respect to claims 18 and 32, except the sealant having an exposed surface bearing a dual state 
adhesive, applying a temporary adhesion blocker to the dual state adhesive to place it in a 
substantially non-adhesive state, urging the edges of the glass unit into the grooves while the 
adhesive is in the non-adhesive state and allowing the adhesion blocker to dissipate thereby 
placing the dual state adhesive in a substantially adhesive state to bond the glass unit within the 
grooves. 

*It is noted that present claim 4 does not exclude applying a temporary adhesion blocker 
to the dual state adhesive by incorporating the temporary adhesion blocker into the dual state 
adhesive before the sealant is applied to the groove of the lineal such that the exposed surface of 
the sealant bears the dual state adhesive. 

As stated above, Lautenschlaeger teaches triggering the composition to enter its adhesive 
state using a variety of methods the include heat, UV radiation, microwave radiation, removal of 
a blocking agent, etc. (column 4, lines 23-26; column 5, lines 8-3 1). In the removal of a 
blocking agent method, a blocking agent is incorporated into the composition before applying the 
same (note reference teaches applying composition in variety of forms, including a tape form) to 
the window unit or frame and subsequently removing the blocking agent by heating the 
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composition, which then triggers the adhesive state of the composition so as to bond and seal the 
window unit to the frame (column 5, lines 8-31). 

For the same reasons as stated above, the skilled artisan would have been motivated to 
use a sealant that is maintained in a non-adhesive state by applying a temporary adhesion blocker 
to the sealant until the lineals are urged onto the edges of the glass unit and then triggering the 
sealant to enter an adhesive state by removing the adhesion blocker to bond and seal the glass 
unit within the lineals for that of Crandell because such triggerable sealants are known in the 
window glass art, as taught by Lautenschlaeger, wherein such a sealant allows the user to control 
when bonding between the glass unit and lineals takes place. 

Alternatively, the skilled artisan reading Lautenschlaeger as a whole would have 
appreciated that the reference is not concerned with bonding the glass unit to a particular 
substrate and therefore would have been motivated to use the temporarily blocked sealant of 
Lautenschlaeger to seal and bond the glass unit into the grooves of four lineals comprising a sash 
frame because it is known in the art to apply an sealant/adhesive to the grooves of four lineals 
comprising a sash frame before urging the lineals onto the edges of the glass unit and then 
securing the lineals together to form the sash frame, as taught by Crandell. 
Regarding claim 5, Crandell teaches such (column 6, lines 6-1 1). 
Regarding claim 6, Crandell teaches such (Figure 3). 

Regarding claim 7, Crandell teaches such as set forth above with respect to claims 18 and 

32. 

Regarding claim 8, Crandell teaches such (column 8, lines 16-25). 
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Regarding claim 9, selection of a particular material would have been within purview of 
the skilled artisan. 

Regarding claim 10, Crandell teaches such (Figure 1 ; column 6, lines 6-20). 

Regarding claim 11, Crandell teaches such (column 6, lines 19-20). 

Regarding claims 15-16 and 21, the skilled artisan would have appreciated that bowing of 
the mid portions would be a result of the amount of pressure applied during the urging of the 
lineals onto the glass unit wherein an amount of pressure sufficient to cause such bowing is well 
within the purview of the skilled artisan so as to ensure that the edges of the glass unit are 
secured within the grooves of the lineals. 

Regarding claims 19, Crandell in view of Lautenschlaeger teach such (Figures 4a-d). 

Regarding claims 22 and 24, Lautenschlaeger teaches such (column 6, lines 19-20). 

Regarding claim 26, Crandell teaches such (column 8, lines 16-67). 

Regarding claim 27, selection of a particular material would have been within purview of 
the skilled artisan. 

Regarding claim 28, this limitation was addressed above with respect to claims 4, 18 and 

32. 

9. Claims 12-14, 23 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Crandell and Lautenschlaeger et al., or alternatively, Lautenschlaeger et al. in view of Crandell 
as applied to claims 1 1, 18 and 24 above, and further in view of Guhl et al. 

Regarding claims 12-14, 23 and 25, skilled artisan would have appreciated that Crandell 
is not limited to a particular joining method for the ends of the lineals (column 6, lines 19-20). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to use those methods claimed by Applicant because such 
is known in the art, as taught by Guhl (column 3, lines 25-30). 

10. Claims 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Crandell 
and Lautenschlaeger et al., or alternatively, Lautenschlaeger et al. in view of Crandell as applied 
to claim 18 above, and further in view of Schindler et al. (US 5908674). 

Regarding claims 19-20, if it is not taken that Crandell in view of Lautenschlaeger teach 
applying the triggerable sealant to at least one wall of the groove it would have been obvious to 
have apply the sealant to one wall or both walls of the groove because such is known in the art, 
as taught Guhl (Figure 8), where this ensures that the sealant engages as much of the glass unit as 
possible; especially in light of the fact that it is known in the art to have the sealant cover the 
bottom and both walls of the grooved frame, as taught by Schindler (Figures 1-2; column 2, lines 
14-17). 

Response to Arguments 
1 1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 4-36 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

12 The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 

applicant's disclosure. 

*It is noted that Applicant's invention, with respect to claim 4, is really directed to 
applying the adhesion blocker onto the dual state adhesive after the adhesive has been applied to 
the grooves of the lineals, even though present claim 4 is not limited to such. 
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However, to expedite prosecution, the examiner would like to bring it to Applicant's 
attention that .he concept of applying a temporary adhesion blocking agent (i.e. water and/or 
alcohol and/or detergent solution - note present invention teaches similar solution on p. 6, lines 
12.15) onto the exposed surface of an adhesive and/or glass substrate before contacting the 
adhesive and glass is known in the art where the solution se.es as a lubricant thereby allowing 
the adhesive to move easily on the glass surface so that it can be accurately positioned before the 
solution is removed and bonding between the adhesive and glass rakes place, as taught by the 
collective teachings of Futhey (US 5840407; column 7, lines 35-54) and Pitzen (US 681 1848; 
column 7, line 60 - column 8, line 18) 

The examiner appreciates that these references are not directed to bonding the glass 
substrate within the groove of a lineal but the skilled artisan would have been motivated by the 
collective teachings to apply such an adhesion blocking solution o_m the sealant/adhesive of 
Guhl (cited above), Cadrel. (cited above) or Guhl (US 626025 1 - no. applied in the rejections se, 
forth above; see column 5, lines 22-38), which is already located in the grooves of the lineals, so 
,ha. friction bemeen the glass and lineals is reduced upon urging the lineals onto the edges of the 
glass .hereby preventing damage to the glass and/or sealant/adhesive and allowing for accurate 
positioning of the glass within the lineals before bonding takes place. 
13. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
. Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the even, a first reply is filed within TWO 
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MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jessica L. Rossi whose telephone number is 571-272-1223. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F (8:00-5:30) First Friday Off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Blaine R. Copenheaver can be reached on 571-272-1 1 56. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Jessica L. Rossi 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1733 



